DOCUMENT RESUME

.
.

ED 218 847 | EC 143 109
AUTHOR |, &1rk1n, Phyllls' And Others- ’
TITLE ‘The Effect of IEP Mon1tor1ng Strateg1es on Teacher

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY

R

Behavior.
Minnesota Univ., Minneapolis.
Learning Disabilities,

Inst.

-

for Research on

.

- Services (ED9,

Office of Special Educat1on and Rehabilitative '
Wash1ngton, DC.

REPORT NO IRLD-RR-62 .
PUB DATE ' Dec 81 !
CONTRACT 300-80-0622 , . .
NOTE 37p. B
!

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. ’ . *
DESCRIPTORS *Disabilities; Educational Objectives; Goal .

. Orientation; *Individualized Education Programs;

' *Measurement Techniques; Special Education Teachers;

; . *Teacher Attitudes v .

ABSTRACT - .

The effects of individualized education program (IEP)

monxtor1ng strateg1es on 20 special education teachers’

long term.and

short term estimates of student achievement, their sati'sfaction with
students' programs', and their modifications in students' programs was
examined. Teachefs were randomly assigned te.an IEP monitoring
treatment: short -term goal measurement (STGM) or long term goal ’
measurement (LTGM) aly s revealed that the teachers' ilong term
estimates of student ¥ehiévement were unrealistically high and .
similar in 'both treatment groups. Their short term estimates were _ -
conservative, but more optimistic and realistic for the STGM group.
Additionally, the STGM teachers were more satisfied with their
students' programs and 1ntroduced 1nstructxonal program changes less

. frequentIy. (Author) ’ ’

-

T4
o

’
-

******3************************%*************&*************************‘

T [ ! o

x| Reproduct1ons suppl1ed by EDRS are the'best that can be made

*

from the original document.

*
*

***********************************************************************

$ . -
) ¢
. N LN
.
. . .
«

A




! : ’ e . " S ' ) . 0356

Fa - y
-‘\ - N ) ’ ¢ . .’ Y‘ ‘ = t‘
- ‘ .
- - \ .
N | SN University of Minnesota
O ‘ - .,
com |, ¢ . Resdarch Report No. 62 , :
' N ' l . - .
g s . Loy .
L ' : - ’ -
THE EFFECT OF IEP MONITORING' STRATEGIES ON TEA(’:HER, BEHAVIOR . ’
- , -1 :

' . Phyllis Mi rkin, Lynn Fuchs, Gerald Ti nda1 NATIONAL INSTIT TE0F SOUEATION

N EOUCATIONA&R?ESOURCESI FORMATION

, . sandra Christenson, and' Sta n1ey Beno e o ff,'.ﬁkzwm N

I - recewed tom the Denan Gr organization

¢ * :;I:::')"'[':::”'L:'\ e ‘r v muh 1o imphe
* ‘ . : " O PLON G v A g ey St B R °
. .' ) i - went o se ot .\.‘«:\’,. Iy ',,L,,,M,”,Omumiz I

\ . o
r
v ‘ N ) ’ . N 'A .
D Inst:tute fOl'

Learmng .
, Dlsab:ht:es

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

L .o . MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY -
. N A . . -@

- 2 ' - TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES J
’ ' INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

-
»
f
l}

; FCr¥ 3203

—-C

-
°
-

“ ! 4 N - .
[Arorron powist o enic - . . ¢ [ B .o
B . -
. . ,




Director‘ James E: Ysse]dyke

’ Assdc1ate D1rector Phy[]as K.ooMirkin . - o 5 . B

cie ‘¢ . _\' AR = . ) .-: “w e '., . . . ’ T
N 3 . ,")’ - o ,;' e L, “',‘,? 'ag‘é St L, (.
. nffz'..-‘ Ihe Ihstitate for'Research on Learnrng'D}sab111t1es is supporteé by . ...

<. ..t " :acontract (30Q;80 0622) with the Office of Special Education, Depart- .
i N ment:of Educat1on, through Title VI<G-of Public Law 91-230... Institute

L " investigators are conducting research on the asSessment/decis1on-makfng/ .

~

RS i 1nterventlon process as’ it re]ates to 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students v, T
N 4 ¢ ) - .

Dur1ng 1980~ 1983, Institute research focuses on four maJor aress: ( .
- . , ‘ . ~ . .t

. Referral ' : T , - S

- .. =3
- FEC

,o/ Ident1ficat1on/CTassif1cat1on o N N
e e Intervention P]annfng and Progfess Evaluation :' . -

Rt , . . Outcome-Evaluation“ " 2 L e o,
- * -~ .
- Add1t1ona1 information on the’ Institute's research objectives and

o activities may,.be obtainéd by writing to the Editor at the. Inst1tute

O ¢see Publications list for address) . ¢ ’ . &

oy

'7 . , /'g'~. ’ , . #r‘.‘

c - . ] N B
; 7 N

. .- . The research reported herein was conducted ‘under ‘government Spon-:

Yo \ . sorship. Contractors are encou(aged to exgress freely theirn pro-

’ ~fessional - judgment in the conduct ‘of the, preject. Points of view .

or opinions stated do not, therefore; necessar11y represent the

off1c1a1 pos1tion of the Office of Spec1a1 Edl&mn

l

e

153




. . g A //.\ , N N
s o . ]
. . - ) A
. . § ,
[ " ' ’
. h t ' ' T [y
. Research Report No..62 ° } ’ .
- > » 'Y —~, Pad
» . B .. . - v
. . i PR ‘ LI ‘.- . . ‘ -o ‘»
- T A . 4 -~ . - “‘7 P . n
- ;o ool - . . -l
o + - THE EFFECT OF IEP MONITORING STRATEGIES ON TEA.CHER.:BEHAVIQ'R T w0 T
N 4t ' , .,, 7/ . reN ) ' . “e
. - . . " . ‘~..__ L e )
' -0t . ’ . . o e N
\ : ‘ . c o . . . - . . ) ’ .
Phy1lis Mirkin, Lynn Fuchs, Gerald. i ndal, )
- - . : \" . * o * ‘ Lot - =~ ¢
‘ " Sandra -Christenson, andsStanley Deno * .. . .
[ . ! : . ‘
Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities . ’
. . ) ° . ‘ . . . ‘ A w '
c . ) - . University of Minnesota e ‘
‘' ) . '- "4 »
. 1 4 ' - ) a 43
) ) ‘ 3 : s s @ . ¢
- hd " e ’
' . - ! ° . s
- - R .'. , 4:‘ . ) . ~' ‘ .
I . ce -~ . .
el < A -
i ¢ " 4 . - s v I
. o . , 3 oot . ) X °i
December, 1981 ., . ,
. H ., . . M
- - R . » T ., e 2 ,
» "" \ s 1
) . . R "." i % ' <A
M cT - . ‘ 3 R N :, ~ ’
- " . l' . s . b4
, ', v .. — . “v{‘ 5§ /’, - re 2
- . s ! - i
\ - ° § ’
e * e ’ /’ - '

- y " !
, . P ‘- “

ERIC | o : R | L




Abstract - : . ‘ ”

The study exam1ned the effect of IEP mon1tor1ng strategies on , ‘ s

teachers 1ong term and short-term est1mates of student anh1evement ’

>

their satisfaction with students' programs,”and their mbdifica;ioﬁs in .

students"programs. Subjects were.20 spectal education teachers, each . -
e of whom selected three to four students for part1c1pat1on in the study.
.. . - . .4 - .

+

. Teachers were ass1gned randonﬂy to an IEP mon1tor1n9¢treatment Sh&%t- ) .

“w !
t

Term‘Goa1 MeasuT\ment (STGM or %png Term Goa1 Measurement (LTGM) .

. Analyses revealed that the ;eachers long-term estimates of student P .
. o ' - T '
' achievement,were unrealistically.high.and similar in both treatment groups. ’
M 14 Ld . . ‘- . 1
" Yet, their short-term estimates were cqgserxg;iye, but more optimistic to

@

and rea?fstih for the STGM-group. Additioﬁa11y,£tpe STGM teachers were

- more satisfied with their'studehts' programs and infroducea,instructiona1T
. program changés less frequent1y Poss1b1e explanations and 1mp11cat1ons

<
for IEP monitoring strategies are d1scussed \\ ) ’ S

Ld
Eo
-~
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The Effect of IEP Monitoring Strateg1es on Teacher Behav1or

. . ‘e . . ! . o

- . 5 . .
, - . . .

¢ ' . . . . P . . .
Gathering and-using information to ghape and_reshapé instructional . . =

programs that meet 1nd1m1dua1 student needs 1s an essential, if not

* . 'the ‘most essent1a1 task of teach1ng Nhat kinds of Jnformat1on do

.

teachers gather7 Sa]mon Cox (1981) reported that teacherS'prefer in- e

formal techn1ques, including observat1on teacher ‘made tests, and
"1nteract1on“ with s;udents, for gather1ng informatton on student

N achievement . ‘TeachErs°infrequent1y described formal, standard1zed s

1

- test 1nformation as useful in reshaping 1nstruct1ona1 programs. . .

Salmon Cox noted that teachers seemed to prefer "cont1nuous‘mov1es,
in color with sound." ' : E R
v -

) An approach "to data gather1ng that prgv1des teachers with ‘frequent, .

.

N .§1b1et not cont1nuous, pictures of student ach1exement1s direct and

0

. frequent measurement of student performance using systems variously ¢
.g 4 ' . S o . v . : M ' .
’ described as Continuoys Evaluation of IEP Goals (Mirkin, Deno, Fuchs,

. N lod R -' *
Wesson, Tindal, Marston, & Kuehnle, 19810, Data-Based Program Modi fi -

i . L3

cat1on (Deno &‘Mirkfn, 197%), Except1ona1 Teach1ng dhlte & Har1ng,
f < 1980), and Prec1s1on Teach1ng (L1nds]ey, 1971). ‘Models of direct and

frequent measurement 1nc1ude procedures for. goal selection, measurement
. of goa] achﬁevement and data analys1s to~he1p teachers .decide whether s
<, 4 #
‘and how to restructure curr1culum to be cons1stent with the needs of

-

|

|

a ‘ ' . .‘ * . ,.é'a T N :
1nd1v1dua1 students . - ’ ~

> I

|

' - - e

a S ATthdth the deferent systems for~co11ect1ng d1rect and frequent
&, measurements of student perfogmance are s1mn1ar in, the1r bas1c approaches

Y “,' to obta1nrng p1ctures of Student ach1evement they differ 1n their ' >

’
t R §
4

. = recommendations‘about the types’ of data to’ co]Tect the format of graphs

Lo, . T vre” s ~" 4 Lt 2
K .




on which dati-aré recorded, thé ways in which data are to be utilized,
* - : -~ .

and the fréquency with which data are collected. The purpose of .

a2

. the present study was to determine the effects of two var1at1ons of\\\

direct and frequent measupément on teacher deC1S1on mak1ng. Speci fi-

s

"ta11y, the study addressed the following questions:

(a) Do teachers' long-term and snortfterm estimates of
student achievement differ with-the two variations-
of.data collection and.'utilization procedures?

..

(b)\oDoesiteacher satisfaction differ with the two procedures?

(c) Do teather modifications in programs differ with the two
procedures?

RN - 5

Vd ‘l ‘ ﬁ. ’§

Subiecfs L ' o N

/Twenty special educatiof resource teachers‘from a midwes tern
metropo11tan area-vo]unteered to serve as subjects in the study.
These teachers (2 ma]es and 18 fema1es) had taught schoo1 for an

“average of 9 6 years (Sh = 6.9). Each teacher selebted three to '
: four students from h1s/her case1oad resu1t1ng in a student sample

* of 73.boys and 15 girls, The students"mean age was 10.3 years,

(SD =1.9); their mean grade level was 3.9.
B LY M .

'

% Materials © . . -

I

1 'Tnaining manuals. Teacher training manuals for two experimental
conddtions weré wrjttén:exdress]y for the $tudy. .Both manual's pdnsisted.

« of six chapte%s on the assumptions of systematic instrudXion and pré-
. cedures for p1ac1ng students, sett1ng 1ong term goa1s measur1ng

.
4

.students, recdrd1ng "and. graphing.data, and chang1ng student»programs

~

These matertals-were self-instructional and each chapter conc}uded

- .

Pl

A

with a mastery test. ~ Two chapters, "Measungng Students™ and "Recording




and Graphing Data," differed,tdr the two groups; these chapters reflected

b

the experimental treatments described below. - . L n

word cards. WOrd cards organized in instructional units from

A4 .
'

. each student's ex1st1ng reading materials were prepared for the teachers

e and were emp]oyed as flashcards in the measurement procedure.

-~

a Dependent Measures ’
S ~ ‘

»

Twon types of dependent measures were employed. The first type
4
- .. was an 1nterv1ew checklist on which teacher dec1s1on7mak1ng 1nformat1on

-

was recorded, 1nc1ud1ng (a) how, why, and when program adJustments were'

N
”

. . ‘made, (b) teacher re—estimates of long-teym goals, and (c) teacher .

.

. . . shdrt-term est1mates of student performance collected each time a -
teacher introduced a program change (see Teacher Interview Quest1ons
in Appendi&). The second type of dependent measure was a teacher ranking

."form on which teachers se1ectzd—and rank ordered for each student,
-f1ve effect1ve program changes from among e1ght 1nstruct1ona1 eight
mot1vatlona1, and- e1ght adm1n1strat1ve~an3 phySIcal arrangement alter- )
natives (see Teacher Ranking Form in Appendix). -

Procedure . . , R
- ~

Experimental conditions. Teachers were assigned randomly to one

"

of two experimental treatment\groups.for the purpose of measuring stu-
dent’progress:‘-Lpng-Term Goal Measurement (LTGM) or Short-Term Goal 0
Measurement (SfGﬂ). In the LTGM condition, teachers tested students’ - -
reading performance by administering a,30-second word recognition test

. -compri;ed of'25 words randomly seiected from a 1arge set of vocabulary ‘ L

- - - ¥

'words to be introduced within thé 12-week period. -At each measurement

.- sess1on teachers were requ1red to graph the student s performance; on
.n’t"" Q

AN the s1xth through ninth days theyﬂwere requ1red to rey1ew the graphed

K b,
o




data. " If these.data indicated that progress-was inadequate, then the

teachers weré to introduce an adjustment in the program in an attempt

to improve the effecttveness of‘the instruction. After 10 days,

teschers were required to make‘anjadjustmeht if one had not been made
‘prewiously. This routine was repeated several times in the 12-week

’ ’ o - ‘
-experimenta1 period. <(See Figure 1 for example of a graph.)

» 4 - R o e o s T e S W pn R S S e R G o

. Inser? Figure 1 about here

LSy o o
Py .

In the STGM group, teachers- tested students' reading performanpe

by administering a 30-second word recogn1t1on test comprised.of the

s

new vocabulary words 1ntroduced 1n the current 1nstruct1ona1 per1od
" plus words samp1ed from preced1ng stor1es, for a total of 25 words.
Teachers graphed the student S performance and compared that perform-

3 ance aga1ns!\a short-term aim line, which the teachers drew on a graph

/!
»

each time, a .new short- term goa1 was estab11shed feachers were asked

) to reV1ew the graphs freg#iently to determ1ne when to move to the. next
~

- story and/or when to make a program adjustment. This routine continued:

' ~ throughout the 12-week period. (See Figure 2 for(examp]e of a graph.) <

’ S . « o, " i

Training. ‘At the first of two 1% hour_sessions, teachers-were. ,

. ! (3 . “ ' .
trained in procedures for'pLacing students in’their curricula. These ‘

- . - B o
procedures required students to read, in the.currently empldyed basal - = ¢

read1ng series, three one-minute. samp1es on-each of the three highést

1eve1s “at which the, student cou1d read approx1mate1y 30-49 words per »

-

»“m1nute'(wpm),w1th fewer than e1ght ‘errors for poor readers, and 50-99




- "

wpm with fewer&than eight errors for better readers. After three .

-

days of data collection, teachers were to compute a median wpm and .. L .
<, <

' median errors.per minute fer each 1eve1, and place the student at ‘ e
the h1ghest level at which the above cr1ter1a were met. ‘ _ )
N Hav1n; been trained in: th1s placement procedure, teachers im- t
- plemented 1t when they returned to their schoo]s A]though teachers " ‘.
had been adv1sed.to place a student in the highest 1eve1 at which . p

the student met the performance standard they often used other ;r1—
- » ter1a such as prev1ous placement, 1ntu1t1on, and 1pg1st1ca1 feas1b11vty ~

of placements. Between tra1n1ng sessiors, t;achers also completed

o | reading and angwer1ng questions iir the training manuals. | . , . B -

) S " At the second training session, training manua1 mastery tests o ' ‘

. " were scored. . Additionally, teachers setolongdterm (12-week) goals, ,>: ) ”
as\instruoted in the manual, and]suhmitted a stt of all rocabuTary M .;

words included in those 1onghterm goais. These words were made into

. word, card packs.

v . s ’ . .
Teacher visits. One week after ‘the second training session, a
< .

. graduate research assjstant (RA) de]ivered the word packs to each‘ N

teacher and helped the teachers set up student graphs.. The teachers

then began to {mplement-the measurement strategies..

A

An RA was assigned to each’ teacher; over the 12-week treatment

s period, RAs made week1y 10- to 20 minute visits to their a§§1gned

' teachers. During each of those v1s1ts, the RAs provided add1t1ona1

- /\
training as required, and recorded 1nformat1on on the interview check-
. : )



£

~

" *

same for the STGM and-LTGM conditions.

5
list. when comp]et1ng the&gheck11st the RA determined whether the

teacher wished to rev1se the 1ong term goal Q;ed1ct1on and, 1f so,

-what the.new LTG Wwas® The RA also determined whether the teacher

had"made. a change in‘the student's program, and whether the change ,

was an instructional, motgvat1ona1, or phys1ca1 arrangement change

Further if a change wasﬁmade the RA recorded the teacher's new .
_prediction of the student's short-term ach1evement (i.e., te student's .
éd1an level. of words correct and errors over the new program phase).
F1na11y, the RA noted the teacher S Judgment of the effect1veness of

tie prev1ous week's prOgram for each student. At Weeks 3, 6, 9, and

.

12, teachers completed the Feacher Rankvxg Forms.

: . Lo
‘ o ResuTts

(3

¢ \ . . '
Long-term and Shdrt-term Estimates of Student Achievement

- N .
. Long-term estimates. " The mean number of revisions in long-term -

goals’ was companed for the STGM and the LTGM conditions; a t test

’ \

revea]ed no s1gn1f1cant di fference~between measurement groups.

“Teachers typically made ‘from one ‘to three revisions in the students'

* °

Ny
LTGsé. © T

>

When' goal estimates were averaged across the 12 weeks, the number
of words that the teachers kad predicted would be mastered was the

The initial and final predictions

of the number of words that would be mastered also were compared for the

°

two measurement cond1t1ons, a t test evealed a stat1st1ca11y signifi-

cant difference for the initial pred1ct1ons (t = 4Y. The

2.08, p = .0

_‘.




" means in Taple 1 indicate that the LTGM teachers 1n1t1a11y pred1cted

a greater number of words to be mastered than did the STGM teachers. . -

. - . However, by the last week in the study, most tTGM teachers had rev1sed
theinr pred1cttons downward, rendering a,f1naT'mean esttmate more

. similar to that of the STGM teachers,‘whose final mean prediction was

wery clage to their original meap pred{ct?on.

. ' . : ®
N i
STTmmmmmsommsessseee- P A e ettt

. Insert Table 1 about here

N / * . . ,‘ .A v
At the end of tie 12<week experimental period, teachers reported

AT > AR . L
A the ndmber of words each student had actuaTTy mastered in his/her ., .
» - . @

curr1cu1um a t.test appT:ed to;;hese data revealed no stat1st1d"1y
s1gn1f1cant difference between the STGM and LTGM'groups ,5 dents-

"« " in the LTGM group mastered an average of 293 1 wgrds (SD = 153.3);

e

students in the STGM group mastered\an\average of 164.8 words {SD= -
/é/\ 131.0) e ' T e
YN

. ( . i - ; ) "V
j\. . . ) . . . A . . ..
The accuracy of teachers“ LTG pred1ct1ons was defined as the ) :

. : ’ L]

" difference between the number of words actuaTTy mastered and the average

s \

: LTG predictioh for each subject These d1fferéﬁces were aggregated for' PR

"the STGM and LTGM groups and were subJacted th at test which revealed .
- * ’
T no stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant difference. Teachers it both groups

*x pred1cted that students woqu mas ter more words than  they actuaTTy .

~did master. The STGM teachers over- pred1cted by an auerage of 20.82 .. .

words {SD

78 89); LTGM teachers over- pred1cted by ‘an average of 9. 71 “\\‘

100.35) . L - S

words (SD

Short-term estimates.’ Short-term estimates were the teacijers’

. .




,
.
>
.
[XN

8 <

- - ]

pred1cted med1an levels of words correct and errors over upcoming

\

&
program phases. These pred1cted med1an levels of performance were

aggrebated‘for the STGM and ‘the LTGM groups ahd were subjected to
t‘tests; the results revealed statistically significant differences ~
. ,\\\fgr words'correct and incorrect per minute (t = 4.38 and 3.1, p
l = .000 and 003, respecthe1r)t The STGM teachers predicted more

wgrds correct and fewer errors than the LTGM'teachers (see'Tabie 2).

'« An analysis ®&f the accuracy of these predictions also was performed.
Accuracy was defined as the difference bethgg a teacher's prediction
and the student's obtained score. This difference was calculated for

" each intervention and then the average difference per intervention was

* computed for each measurement group. The STGM teachers underpredicted

the students' correct performance by & mean of .21 words. The -LTGM

-

teachens underpred1cted the student's correct performance by a mean of
- 1 61 words. The STGM teachers' pred1ct1ons were more accurate than
those of LTGM teachers, t(60) = 4 1, E.‘ .000. The STGM teachers also

'predicted students" errors more acCurated® than LTGM teachers, t(60)

- = » p = OOOO with the STGM teachers underpred1ct1ngverrors by an

average of 07 words and ghe LTGM teachers underpred1ct1ng errors by

an - average.of .49 words. L \‘:_ o C o .

. - . ) B
A \

» " Satisfaction with Students' Programs e

" Each week’teachers judged for each of their students whether ot

- the previous week's program had been effective. There was‘a( L.




“ ) 9

statistica11y significant.re}ation between the measurement treaiment

and the nUmber of’;eeks during wh1ch programs were judged effect1ve

-(x2 = 29:12, B = .002) . The number of weeks in wh{ch highek percentages
- gﬁ\STGM teachers Judged their students programs as effective was

greater than that for the LTGM teachers. S ) .
. o .

Modifications in Students' Programs

During the weekly visits, RAs. determined whether teachers had'

a

made an instructional’change, a motivational change, or a phys1ca1
» arrangement change in the1r students 'programs . Aggregated over Aeeks
‘ 1-3, Neeks.4-6, Weeks 7-9, and\Wegfs $%-12, teachers made a greater
percentage ot instructional changeﬁgthan any other type of change --
(s%giTab1e 3). . ’ . |

- - - - - = -

Teachers made no change in the program from 5 to 12 times during

the study. The percentages of teachers at each frequency level are e
. . ) . * (/—~¢"“

displayed in Table 4. A chi square analysis revealed that greater -~

percentages of the STGM teachers made no change in their students'

prograﬁs (x2 = 48.5, p =7.000). Approximately 83% of STGM teachers ] ?

made no change in their student's programs 9 to 12 times, while 1.3% -

of LTGMﬂteachers made no change 9 to 12 times (see Table 4). . Table 5

@

presents the percentages of teachers making instructional, mot1vat1ona1
.. and phys1ca1 arrangement changes at different frequency levels. This

A~ table shows that for changes that were made, greater percentages of
aﬁ"?’% n

LTGﬁﬁ%han SIGMmteachers made more motivational changes (see Table 5).

53
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(1

;; were selected 1east often as most effect1ve for students; physical
. - 1 )

.
N . . «\ ’ "
. .

.,

F1gure 3 displays the percentages of teachers, averaged over Weeks . -

3 6, 9, and 12 that ranked 1nstruct1ona1, mot1vat1ona1, or phys1ca1 .

arrangement changes as f1rst, second, third, fourth or f1fth most

effective. Inspection of th1s figure reveals that mot1vat1ona1 changes

.

-

. & ¢
changes were selected 1east often as second through fifth most effective:

* -

The gréatest percentage of teachers' top three selections were instruc-,
tional changes, while the percentages of their fourth and. f1fth selec-

tions were distributed between instructional and mofivational changes.

-- Insert Figure 3 about here
M N - ,‘.An \ .
—— e
, .- ye -
S Discussion ~ a
- Q N ’

In1t1a11y, the LTGM teachers pred1cted that the1v students would
master a greater number of words in 12 weeks than d1d the STGM téachers;
however, they revised their estimates to render them more similar to
those of the STGM teachers In both measurement conditions teachers

made one to thi®e revisions in their LTGs, the f1na1 accuracy of thosé“’_““f

-
¢

1ong term estimates was. similar, with bpth sets of teachers overpre- "~

dicting the number of words that would be mastered dur1ng the 12-week
T

study Therefore, teachers” long-term est1mates of student ach1evement

did not d1ffer as a function of the type/// data collected. Both groups

overpredicted 1ong term goa]s o
+.
While teachers' long- term estimates of student growth tended to be

¢

15'” ;|
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- Both groups QI teachers underpred1cted the number of correct words o

.

Y

unrea]1st1ca]1y high, the1r short-term est1mates were’ conservat1ve

students wou]d read during the upcoming program phases. However, the
STGM tedchers pred1cted that their students wou]d read more wdrds
correct and make‘jewer errors than.the‘LTGM teachers predicted f?r
their students. Further, STGM teachers' predictions were more accurate.
Consequently, it appears that teachers' short-terh estimates eiffered »
as a function of the type of data<they collected. Teachers who monitored
stadehts"yttainment of a series of short-term objectives, which changed
approx%mate]y weekly, predécted performance more accqrately.and less
pess1m1st1ca11y than their counterparts who mon1tored students' progress.
on a 1arger pool of material represent1ng a 12- week goa]

_In addition to the STGM teachers predicting better and more realis-

°

tic short-term penformance than did \the LTGM teachers, the STGM teachers

also Judged more often that their stUdents programs were effective.

The STGM teachers, thens fe]t more satisfied with the1r students'

_programs as a function of the type of data they collected. This greater~—' .

-

satisfaction may have been realistic given the fact that the STGM
teachers\predicted short-term success more accurately,and higher -than
did the LTGH teachers. -~ . M~
The SfGM teachers' greater satisfaction appeared to lead them tol
make fewer changes in the1r students programs. STGM teachers were'
free to modjfy programs as_frequent]y as they deemed necessary to ensure
&@that.thefr students‘would*?each'gqa}s. On the other hand, the tTGM
teachers, who were reqhirea to. modify programs at 1east every 10,&ays;
moré}often reshaped their students'_programs: ,whjle teachers in both .

L

- . - Com

ol
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.inforcement for increasing words correct on the 30-second word reading

not differ as a function of .their data collection and uti]izatiqn .

more realistic and less pessimistic about students' #Zhort-term achieve-

(. .. : N .
groups most-frequently~made instructional changes in their students'

progranms y ;De LTGM teachers made a greater percentage of motivational- - L
. ) 4 . 'w . o N ' ’ .
changes Fzgp did the STGM teachers. These motivational changes largely
TN *

were directed at increasing student performance on the-measurement task

rather- than at sUQsténtia]]y changing programs. For instance, LTGM

teachers frequently changed their students' programs by introducing re-

o ' ~ ’
test. Therefore, it is not surprising that, despite "the' LTGM's g{fﬁff;; .
number of'programmatic changes, students 4n both measurement.condition
performed similarly-throughout the study and, by the end of the 12

weeks, had mastered an equivalent number of words . . ) &

While teachers' long-term estimates of student achievémeht did
) 5

procedures; their short-term estimates of student achie5§ment, their
satléfaction witﬁ s tudents' programs, and the number and type of modi-
fications -in their §tudeht§' programs did differ. Teachers‘who moni tored
perfoy ance on_a series of short-term objectives and who vere free to ,

modyfy pi‘ograms as frequently or infrequently as necessary: (a) were \ .o

ment, (b)"wére more satisfied with their students' programs, and (c) -
I's v . ’ L]
made fewer modifications in their students! programs with similar results

BT

in student progress as compared with teachers who monitored prggress

on long-term goals and who were—required to modify student prdgraﬁ% ‘ )

3

at least every 10 days. On the basis of these ‘findings, one might

recommend to teachers that they ﬁonitor students' pérformance on. short-

-
term, rather than long-term, objectives.

W
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Table 1
T A
Means and, Standayd Devidtions of Predictions and Actual
Number of Words Mastered in #he LTG
~ ; \
Predictipn Actual
Treatment Condition ‘§ Sg . X ) PaSD
LTGM .
2 "\
Original 292.6 295.7 -- --
Final 257.9 125.5 203.1 153.3
STGM - <;
" Original - 187.4 128.0 P
Final 186.8 141.8 164.8 131.0
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Table 5

Percentages of Teachers that Made Instructional, Motivational,

and Physical bhdnggs ﬁnffheir Students' Programs from

©

T ¥°to 6 Times During the Study .

. . Type of Change
o‘ Ihstruétjona]i 'MotiQatibnalb ) Physica]c
Number of Times LTGM STGM LTGM.: STGM LTGM STGM
N 3. hd \

-~

~§.8 5.6. 27.3 '77.8  70:5 88.9
20.5 47.2  '25.0 13.9 27.3 8.3
4.1 27.8 | 5 8.3 2.3 2.8

15.9 . '11.1 i BEEER R 0.
;-J. “ : , '
0
0

6 -~

-

8.1 (p = .2300)
2273 (p = .0002) , .
- 4.7%(p = .0970)
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Teacher Interview Questions

2

Student's Name ) . Date .
Hag teacher | Was the i What level of i Errors | Do you If no, how 1 How much
made a last performance 1 «] think stu~} much above? t below?
change? change made | do you expect 1 dent will 1

- effective? } using this 1 meet long ° . ,
new strategy? -i term goal? 1 . -
: ! i
. : i " 7
H ' 1
. . ' 37 .ot
week 1,_\ N ’ 0 ! - : . - !
. ! ; O !
H v . H .
1 ‘ ' 1
o [} ' 1
r i ' t
Week 2 U !
: - . .
: - ' !
s . i . 1 - !
. . . - - i !
' t 1 ) i .
" Heek 9 . 1 1. .
Lo ! '
aué ! ! .
. ) 1 V.
- ; ! N !,
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., Week 10’ ~ N ! . . : a
!
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- . ! ' o1
. ) 7 DN ' ‘
o ‘Week 11 Ny . oot oo T
. . - . o | M) 1 .
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Teschar'e Nane

Please rank order from one to five the five chun;u.'yw belteve vill be sost sffective for esch student (1 ts high and 5 {s lov).

Instructional Interventions

{Making chantes in materisis or procedures

wsed tn fostruction)
1. ,Change sstsrisls
e.8.. Use supplepentsry workbook
¥hole word approsch
Phoaics approach

2. 1solated wvord practice

. 3. Oral resding practice

4. Reading for comprehenston

S. Modallty Tratoing

e.8., Salt trey ®

Seleczing vords thgt begin vith

the ssme sound
Prostig materials

b, Hodeling ‘
B l‘ud\l.nx’z along vith child
.
7. Games and machtnery « -

3. oOther

Hottvstional !hrerventions
(Providing Ancené_l‘.'vu contingent on
performance and providing feedbeck)

1. Shew student test snd distuss results

2. Mave student score ovn tests

3. Rave student chart test rssults
& Writs contract wich student

S. Provide M‘ll\rmrdl

e.k.+ Pratse
NappvgTane

6. Provide activitv revards

-~

7. Provide tangidle rewsrde
‘e.g.. Stickers
Food
8. Other' .

* Phystcal and Ac¢atotstrazive Interventions

(Making 3 changs in type end locagion
of tastruction)

.
1. Peer tutoring

-

2. ihane student-teacher ratio

‘@eges 1 to 1 or 2 to 1, tnstesd
of 6 ze )

.
3. Use tiser to tndicste cowplstion of

wvork pertods
. -

A, Usze studv cartel

S. (Increase/decrease lengeh of
tnatrocticnal period

§. Teach student tn clsssrpom
f
7. Teach studént la rescutce room

8. Other s

Student's nsme

b

5 ¢
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